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Apology is considered as a post-event speech act that takes
place as a reaction to an offense committed by someone [6]. It is “a
speech act addressed to V’s face-needs and intended to remedy an
offence for which A takes responsibility, and thus to restore equi-
librium between A and V (where A is the apologist, and V is the
victim or person offended)” [16]. Apology is the most complex and
thus most difﬁcult classiﬁable speech act because performing it
may implement other speech acts such as request, command, offer,
and so on [6]. Furthermore, there is an implicit meaning behind the
linguistic utterances of apology that depends on the sociopragmatic
function to be understood. This meaning can be interpreted
differently according to the social context it occurs [28] as cited in [
22]. The ultimate purpose behind acting apology is to maintain
harmony and avoid conﬂict in the relationship with other people in
everyday communication [26].* Corresponding author.
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There is a wealth of literature on apology in Western languages
[7,9,11,12,15,16,19,29]. However, few studies have been conducted in
the Arabic context [5,18,22] in which little attention has been paid
to establish a link between the act of apology and the estimation of
the subject to the degree of offense and the social context (formal
and informal). In their academic environment, Arab EFL students
encounter a problem in using the speech act of apology especially
when communicating in the target language either at formal or
informal levels. In addition to that, the estimation of the subjects to
the social context and the degree of offence is not taken into
consideration when studying the speech act of apology in the
Arabic context. This calls for a study to ﬁll this gap in literature to
understand the expression of apology among Arab EFL students.
Based on the formal/informal social contexts, this study addressed
the following questions:
1 To what extent are the Arab EFL students sociopragmatically
aware of the type and degree of offense being committed in each
social context (formal/informal)?
2 What are the strategies used by Arab EFL students to apologize
in the formal and informal social contexts?1.2. Theoretical framework
This section presents the theoretical foundation of the study,
based on which the data were analyzed.1.2.1. Speech act theory
To analyze the data collected in this study the speech act theorynder the CC BY-NC-ND license (http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/).
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the subjects to perform apology. The speech act theory was ﬁrst
introduced in 1962 when the linguist John Langshaw Austin pre-
sented his well-known work “How to do Things with Words?” In
this work, he changed the direction of the analysis of speech from
merely linguistic features (i.e. statements, assertions and proposi-
tions) to functional aspects. At that time, attention was drawn to
the concept that speech utterances not only imply the meaning but
also perform an action that is implicitly found in the utterances.
Accordingly, Austin made a distinction between various types of
speech acts, such as asking, commanding, stating, promising and so
on. He proposed three types of acts within each speech act; (a)
locutionary (the act of saying something), (b) illocutionary act (an
act performed in saying something), and (c) perlocutionary (an
effect placed on the hearer/addressee’s by saying something).
Following Austin’s perspective, Searle 1976 introduced his
classiﬁcation of speech acts which he called illocutionary acts as
consisting mainly of ﬁve types: (a) representatives (or assertives),
(b) directives, (c) commissives, (d) expressives, and (e) declarations
as shown in (Table 1).
There are some other subcategories for each of the ﬁve main
types of illocutionary acts. For example, the representatives can
include statements, assertions, remarks, explanations, etc. The di-
rectives can include requests orders, commands, askings, etc. The
commissives can include promises, vows, threats, and pledges, etc.
The expressives can conclude congratulations, felicitations, wel-
comes, etc. The last category which is declarations can include
marrying, christening, etc. What can distinguish these types from
each other is the psychological state of the speaker or the ‘sincerity
condition’ as called by Searle. For example, in directives the psy-
chological state or the intent of the speaker is expressed by the
speaker desire or want tomake the hearer perform an action.When
the speaker says ‘It is hot in here’, he/she desires that the listener
performs opining the window or switching on the air-conditioner.
1.2.2. Direct speech act vs. indirect speech act
As explained in the previous section, any speech act has a
locution which consists of the actual words uttered in the speech
act. This locution has a force called illocution which carries the
meaning of action or the desire the speaker wants to communicate
to the hearer by saying these words. If the meaning can be inferred
directly from the utterances in the speech act, the speech act is
direct [6]. For example, when one says, ‘I apologize for troubling
you’ or ‘Sorry to bother you’, the speaker intent is to apologize
explicitly and in a direct way.
However, if the meaning of an apology is communicated in an
indirect way that requires deriving the meaning from the actual
words used in the speech act, then the speech act is indirect. For
example, when one says, ‘It’s my fault’, the speaker’s intent, in this
case, is understood or inferred indirectly as a form of indirect
apology.
1.2.3. Apology as a speech act
Apology has been deﬁned by many researchers in the literature.Table 1
Searle’s Sincerity Conditions and illocutionary acts.
Sincerity condition (psychological state) Illocutionary acts
Belief Statements, assertions, r
Desire or Want Requests, orders, comm
Intention Promises, vows, threats,
Pleasure Congratulations, felicita
Declaratives Marrying, christeningGoffman [14] looked at apology as a “remedial exchange” that aims
to serve the offender in two ways, approving being guilty and
dissociating him/herself from the consequences of his/her offend-
ing behavior. The working deﬁnition of apology in this study is that
it is a speech act which is addressed to the offended person’s face
wants upon committing an offense. The purpose of this apology act
is to repair the offense the offender is responsible for in order to
“bring the relationship back into balance” [17].
Apology as a complex speech act is not easy to classify. Its
classiﬁcation depends on the used strategies of apology. In other
words, when the offender apologizes by showing regret, the speech
act of apology that results is expressive as it reﬂects the psycho-
logical state of the speaker. When the offender asks the offended
person to forgive him, s/he actually asks him to do an action. In this
case, apology can be classiﬁed as directive. When the offender
claims no responsibility towards the offense, s/he in fact states his
opinionwhich is a kind of representative. Accordingly, in this paper
this kind of act is referred to as “Speech acts of Apology” rather than
“speech act of apology”.
2. Previous studies
Five studies are reviewed as the related literature on the speech
act of apology; the ﬁrst two are in the eastern context and the other
three are more speciﬁc to the eastern Arabic context.
A study explored the extent to which Iranian EFL teachers in
private institutes and senior high schools were able to perform
apology strategies as one speciﬁc speech act and evaluated this
speech act in the course books they were teaching [21]. The sub-
jects were 60male and female EFL teachers. A DCTwas employed to
collect data. The results showed signiﬁcant differences between the
apology strategies used by the English language teachers in public
schools and language institutes. Correspondingly, there was a sig-
niﬁcant difference between the course books used by the groups in
terms of apology strategies used in different social contexts.
Based on a corpus of natural data collected through an ethno-
graphic method of observation, another study was conducted to
investigate apologies in Persian [24]. Their aim was to see whether
Persian apologies are as formulaic as those in English. The results
explored that Illocutionary Force Indicating Devices (IFIDs here-
after) in forms of request for forgiveness and offer of apology were
dominant, followed by using acknowledgment of responsibility
through expressing self-deﬁciency. The researchers attributed the
selection of apologies to culture-speciﬁc differences.
Ghanbaran et al. [13] carried out a study that aimed to investi-
gate the use of intensiﬁers in Persian apologies and compliments in
relation to the subjects’ views of appropriateness and gender. Fifty
subjects (25males and 25 females) from the University of Isfahan in
Iran were involved in this study [6]. taxonomy of apology was used
to analyze the data. The subjects were to complete a twelve-
situation DCT before responding to an interview. The results
showed that Persian speakers extensively used intensiﬁers when
performing apologies and that they made a lot of effort to select an
apology strategy that would maintain the addressee’s face. Gender-emarks, explanations, postulations, declarations, deductions, and arguments, etc.
ands, askings, prayers, pleadings, beggings and entreaties, etc.
and pledges, etc.
tions, welcomes, etc.
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signiﬁcant with a slightly more frequent use by females.
Bataineh and Bataineh [5] conducted a quantitative study to
investigate the apology strategies and ﬁnd the difference in
employing apology strategies in relation to the gender among a
group of Arab Jordanian EFL students. The sample comprised 100
university students drawn from all the population in the univer-
sity to complete a ten-scenario DCT. The responses were analyzed
against Sugimoto’s [27] taxonomy. Generally, the ﬁndings of the
study showed that expressing remorse and accounts for the
offense were the major apology strategies used by the subjects.
Males used accounts, compensations and reparations more
frequently and inclined to blame the offender. Females used ac-
counts for the offense, promises not to repeat the offense, com-
pensations, and reparations more frequently. They also inclined to
avoid discussing the offense.
Banikalef andMarlyna [4] investigated the relationship between
the social beliefs and the realization of apologies among 40 Jorda-
nian EFL male graduate students studying in Malaysia. The study
was an attempt to ﬁnd out the inﬂuence of social determinants
such as status and social distance on the selection of apology
strategies. The researchers used Cohen and Olshtain’s [10] models
of apologies. A DCT and a semi structured interview were used to
collect data. The ﬁndings showed that IFID and accepting re-
sponsibility were the most frequent strategies. New strategies such
as being arrogant and ignorant, blaming someone/something else,
or swearing have also been reported by the researchers to originate
from the Jordanian culture [4]. also found that selecting an apology
strategy was affected by social determinants more than social
distance.
3. Method
Studies that investigated the speech act of apology whether in
the eastern or the Western context primarily focused upon the
linguistic production of apology, i.e. the techniques or strategies
employed to keep harmonious relations with others through
conveying the illocutionary act and the contextual factors that in-
ﬂuence the selection of these strategies [22]. Therefore, this study
investigated the apology strategies linguistically, more speciﬁcally,
in the formal and informal social contexts.
3.1. Subjects
The data of this study was collected from postgraduate Arab
students (n ¼ 41) from the Faculty of Modern Languages and
Communication in the University Putra Malaysia (UPM). Their ages
ranged between 22 and 45.
3.2. Instrument
Two instrumentswere used to collect the subjects’ responses, an
estimation questionnaire and a DCT. The ﬁrst instrument was
developed by the researchers based on the apology strategies
proposed by previous scholars [6,1]. It included three items with 5-
point Likert scales. They elicited data about the probability of the
situations to happen, whether the subjects preferred to apologize
or not and if the offense was serious and needed apology. The
second instrument was a DCT consisting of 8 scenarios (4 formal
and 4 informal). The whole DCT was adopted from Blum-Kulka [6]
(Appendices B).
3.3. Data analysis
The analysis of the data passed across two steps. Firstly, thesubjects were to answer a three-item questionnaire, then the re-
sponses were analyzed quantitatively using SPSS software to ﬁnd
out the extent to which the subjects were aware of the degree of
offense in the two social contexts (formal and informal). Secondly,
depending on Blum-Kulka’s framework of apology [6], a DCT of
eight scenarios was established to get subjects’ actual performance
of apology. Using Blum-Kulka’s [6] coding scheme (Appendix C),
the apology strategies and sub-strategies were analyzed. Descrip-
tive statistics of frequency and percentages were extracted by using
IBM SPSS Statistics (Version 21).
3.4. Taxonomy for apology strategies
According to Blum-Kulka’s framework [6], the speech act of
apology can be expressed at various levels (Table 2). The following
is a summary of these levels.
3.4.1. Explicit apology IFID: no modiﬁcation
In this strategy, the speaker uses explicit IFID of routinized,
formulaic expressions of regret using a performative verb (e.g., (be)
sorry, excuse, apologize, forgive, regret, pardon, and so on). These
devices are used by the speaker to signal regret for committing an
offense, and to placate the hearer.
3.4.2. Apology without IFID: stating personal or external reasons
In this strategy, a speaker performs an apology to placate the
hearer. It includes the following sub-strategies:
i Expressing responsibility or lack of responsibility for commit-
ting the offense. The subject ascribes the reasons behind the
offense to personal factors, such as expressing personal deﬁ-
ciency (e.g., I’m so forgetful) or blaming him/herself (e.g., It’s my
fault/mistake).
ii Denying the fault when the reasons are not related to the
speaker’s fault as in ‘It’s not my fault that it fell down’, thus
refusing to apologize.
iii Explaining the cause of the offense which is out of the speaker’s
control explicitly (e.g., The bus was late) or implicitly (e.g.,
Trafﬁc is always so heavy in the morning).
iv Offering repair for the situation in a form of speciﬁed promise
(e.g., I’ll pay for the damage) or unspeciﬁed promise (e.g., I’ll see
what I can do).
v Promising not to commit the offence again (e.g., This won’t
happen again).3.4.3. Apology with IFID: internal and external intensiﬁcation
In this strategy, the speech act of apology is intensiﬁed either
internally or externally.
i Internally, by using single intensiﬁer to apologize within the
utterance (e.g., I’mvery sorry); or by repeating the intensiﬁer (or
double intensiﬁer) (e.g., I’m terribly, terribly sorry).
ii Externally, by intensifying the apology expression after the
explicit utterance (e.g., I’m sorry. Have you been waiting long?)
or before it (e.g., Have you been waiting long? I’m sorry).
4. Findings
Two instruments were employed to collect the data in this
study. The ﬁrst instrument was an estimation questionnaire which
consisted of three items (Appendix A). The second instrument was
a DCT which consisted of eight situations (Appendix B). The ﬁnd-
ings achieved by analysing the data are as follow:
Table 2
Blum-Kulka’s Classiﬁcation of apology devices and strategies [6].
Apology with Illocutionary Force Indicating Device IFID
Explicit apology by using IFID expressions like (be) sorry; excuse; apologize; forgive; regret; pardon, etc.
Basic strategies Sub-classiﬁcation Example Function
The use of explicit illocutionary force
indicating device IFID
routinized, formulaic expression of
regret using a performative verb
I'm sorry (that) I'm so late signaling regret (on the S's part) for X
(the violation), and thus is intended to
placate the H.
Excuse me for being late again
I apologize for coming late to the
meeting
Forgive me for coming late
I regret that I can't help you
Pardon me for interrupting
Apology without Illocutionary Force Indicating Device IFID (stating personal or external reasons)
Basic strategies Sub-classiﬁcation Example Function
a) The use of an utterance to express S's
responsibility for X when the reasons
are related to the speaker's fault
S expresses trait of self-deﬁciency
thus accepting responsibility
I'm so forgetful. You know me, I'm
never on time.
By ascribing the reasons to personal
factors, S carries the responsibility in
order to placate the H.Explicit self-blame It's my fault/mistake
b) The use of an utterance to express S's
lack of responsibility for X when the
reasons are not related to the
speaker's fault
Denial of fault (rejecting the need to
apologize)
It's not my fault that it fell down When the reasons are not the speaker's
fault, S reject to apologize
c) Explanation or account of cause
which is out of speaker's control
Explicit The bus was late The explanation or account of the
situation fulﬁlls the function of an
apology, thus placate the H
Implicit Trafﬁc is always so heavy in the
morning
d) S's willingness to offer repairs for X Speciﬁed promise I'll pay for the damage The offer to repair or the promise not to
repeat the offense again is considered
an apology, thus placate the H
unspeciﬁed promise I'll see what I can do
e) S's willingness to promise that X will
never happen again
Promise of forbearance This won't happen again
Apology with Illocutionary Force Indicating Device IFID Internal and external intensiﬁcation
Basic strategies Sub-classiﬁcation Example Function
a) an intensifying expression within the
IFID (internally)
adverbials: I'm very … sorry To intensify the apology expression in
order to placate the Hrepetition (or double intensiﬁer) I'm terribly, terribly sorry
b) expressing explicit concern for the
hearer (externally to the IFID)
Before IFID I'm sorry. Have you been waiting long?
Have you been waiting long? I'm sorry.
Showing concern and caring to the H
damage in order to placate the him/her
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Regarding subjects’ point of view towards the eight situations,
their responses to the estimation questionnaire showed a high level
of agreement. The subjects’ responses to the ﬁrst item, the proba-
bility of the situations to happen, indicated that on average ma-
jority of the subjects agreed these situations were likely to happen
(M ¼ 3.94 out of total score of 5). Responses to the second item,
whether the subjects preferred to apologize or not in such situa-
tions indicated that most of the subjects strongly agreed (M¼ 4.57)
that they would apologize in such situations. For the third item, the
seriousness of the situations, the majority of the subjects strongly
agreed (M ¼ 4.39) that all situations were serious and required an
apology.4.2. Discourse completion task (DCT)
Generally speaking, the data from the DCT showed that the
subjects used certain types of apologizing techniques more than
others. Only 10 out of the 13 apologizing techniques in the taxon-
omy were used. They are divided into three levels. The highest level
(over 15%) included unintensifying IFID (170, 25%), followed by
intensiﬁed apology with single adverbial internally (118, 17%), and
taking responsibility by relating self-deﬁciency (109, 16%). The
moderate level (between 5% and 15%) included offering repair bygiving speciﬁc promise (96, 14%), giving speciﬁc and explicit rea-
sons (85, 12%), and taking responsibility by blaming the self (56,
8%). The low level (below 5%) included giving general and implicit
reasons (31, 4%), offering repair by giving unspeciﬁc promise (14,
2%), denying the fault (7, 1%), and promising not to repeat the
offence again (7, 1%) (Table 3).
Taking into consideration the formal and informal social con-
texts, subjects’ responses to the DCT showed the following.
Generally for the main three apology strategies, apology without
IFID (stating personal or external reasons) came ﬁrst with (58.44)
followed by explicit apology with IFID (24.53), and the last strategy
was apology with IFID (internal and external intensiﬁcation) with
(17.03). This order was the same when talking about formal and
informal situations separately with some slight differences in per-
centages (Fig. 1).
In the formal contexts, the highest percentage of occurrence
(57.89%) was recorded for apology without IFID (stating personal or
external reasons). Explicit apology with IFID came second (22.99%)
and apology with IFID (internal and external intensiﬁcation) came
last (19.11%) (Fig. 2).
In the informal contexts, the case was almost the same.
Apology without IFID (stating personal or external reasons) was
similarly the most frequently used strategy (59.04%). Apology
with explicit IFID came second (26.20%) and apology without
IFID (internal and external intensiﬁcation) came third (14.76%)
(Fig. 3).
Table 3
Strategies used in formal and informal contexts.
Strategy Frequency Percentage
IFID 170 25%
Intensifying the apology by single adverbial internally 118 17%
Taking responsibility by relating self-deﬁciency 109 16%
Offering repair by giving speciﬁc promise 96 14%
Giving speciﬁc and explicit reasons 85 12%
Taking responsibility by blaming the self 56 8%
Giving general and implicit reasons 31 4%
offering repair by giving unspeciﬁc promise 14 2%
Denying the fault 7 1%
Promising not to repeat the offence again 7 1%
Total 693 100%
Fig. 1. Percentages of the main three apology strategies.
Fig. 2. Percentages of preferred apology strategies in formal context.
Fig. 3. Percentages of preferred apology strategies in informal context.
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The analysis of the collected data was to ﬁnd how Arab EFL
students apologized in formal and informal social academic con-
texts the taxonomy [6] used in this study included thirteen stra-
tegies and sub-strategies (Table 2).
Generally, the ﬁndings of this study showed that Arab EFL stu-
dents performed well in apologizing based on the type of each
social context. The total apology responses in the eight situations
were (693) responses. The frequency of responses was slightly
higher (361) in the formal context and as comparedwith that of the
informal context (332). This ﬁnding was consistent with that of
another study [21]. Although they did not study apology as formal
and informal, their DCT included scenarios such as:
“[3] The university bus is very crowded so you are standing in the
bus. The bus-driver suddenly brakes and you lose your control and
step on a fellow student’s foot. What would you say?
[4] You have promised one of the university staff to ﬁll in and return
a form two days ago but you have a two day delay. What would
you say when you want to return the form?”
They [21] reported that the subjects used more strategies (136)
in scenario (4), which is considered formal, than the strategies used
(111) in scenario (3) which is considered less formal.
In this study, although the subjects considered all the situations
seriously requiring apology, there was a variation in their selection
and amount of apologizing techniques which mainly depended on
the degree of offense (Table 3).
In the formal context, for example, in situation three where the
student hypothetically failed to return the paper, s/he was asked to
revise on time, the subjects produced only (68) apology responses.
However, in the second situation in which the subjects hypotheti-
cally were involved in running into an academic staff’ car door, they
produced (105) apology responses to suit the high degree of the
offense they committed.
In the informal context, a similar trend was observable with
slight differences. For example, in the sixth situation where the
subject failed to submit his/her friend’s project on his/her behalf to
the supervisor, the subjects found this offense severe and requiring
apologizing. Accordingly, they produced the highest number of
apology responses (86). In contrast, when the offense in situation
seven involved the subject’s inability to lend their friend some
money, they made relatively fewer apology responses (79).
On the other hand, there is a variance in techniques used by
subjects which indicates that they are inclined to show more re-
sponsibility when the offense is committed as the ﬁrst solution to
sort out the problem. This was then followed by showing their
readiness to repair the damage they caused as the second available
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apologize for not submitting his friend’s assignment to the pro-
fessor, his apology was (I am ready to hold all responsibilities and
ready to make it clear for our prof).
The ﬁndings of this study have some similarities with and some
differences from those of previous studies. In one research project it
was found that speakers extensively use intensiﬁers when per-
forming apology which is consistent with our ﬁndings as in-
tensiﬁers came at the second highest frequency rank [13]. The
ﬁndings conﬁrmed the results of another study in which it was
found that IFID were dominant [24]. The results also support those
of another study which indicated that IFID and accepting re-
sponsibility strategies were more frequent [4]. However, in our
study acknowledging responsibility through expressing self-
deﬁciency came third while theirs came second [5]. ﬁndings
came almost opposite to ours as they reported that strategies such
as accounting or repairing the offense had the highest rank, in
contrast to our ﬁndings in which these strategies had moderate
frequencies.
More interestingly, this study revealed that for Arab EFL stu-
dents using one strategy to perform apology is insufﬁcient espe-
cially in a formal context. This is clear when some subjects used a
range (1e5 or more) of techniques in most of the situations to
placate their interlocutors. For example, apologizing for not
returning a paper to the professor on time required the subject to
use six strategies to perform the apology [Dear prof. I’m really sorry
(1), I forgot it (2). Please, accept my apology (3). I’m sure I’ll bring it
tomorrow (4). I feel ashamed prof (5). I know there is absolutely no
excuse for my behavior (6)].
6. Conclusion
The present study investigated the apology strategies used by
Arab EFL students, based on their estimation to the social context
and the severity of the offense being committed. The subjects
produced a corpus of (693) apology responses (361 formal and 332
informal) in which they used 10 out of the 13 apology strategies
offered by the taxonomy. The results indicated that although the
subjects considered all the formal and informal situations severe;
they used different apology strategies graded from simple strategy
(IFID) to an intensiﬁed one. Furthermore, despite the differences in
apologizing strategies used in the formal and informal situations,
Arab EFL students tend to apologize extensively in both, evenwhen
the offense is not severe and informal.
Moreover, it was very rare to ﬁnd a subject using a single
apology strategy at a time. In contrast, Arab EFL students used a
range of (1e6) strategies to apologize in order to placate the
offended person. This result supported the ﬁndings of previous
studies concerning the universality of apology strategies.
These ﬁndings have useful implications for second or foreign
language learning-teaching. When talking about second or a
foreign language learning-teaching, attention is paid to the lin-
guistic competence; to have a full mastery upon the language
forms. This perception has been dominant for a long time. After the
advent of the Communicative Approach, there was a shift of focus
from linguistic competence to communicative competence.
Communicative competence can be understood as having theNo. Item
1 This situation is realistic and likely to happen
2 When this offense is committed by me, I usually apologize
3 I think the offense in this situation is serious and needs strong apologizingcapacity of selecting the ﬁt-to-occasion and appropriate type of
language form which keeps a harmonious relationship between
interlocutors [20].
Language usage and language use are the cornerstones of the
new trend of language competence. This trend paved the way for
the existence of what is referred to as the intercultural competence;
that is, pragmatic competence [30] or functional competence [3].
Pragmatic competence is the ability to use language as being used
by native adult speakers in terms of the pragmatic rules that govern
the use of linguistic utterances [30], e.g., how native speakers
perform an apology and what form of apology is to select; thus, the
cultural context of discourse is very vital for understanding
meaning [25]. As it has been argued by previous researchers [8] “a
great number of cultural assumptions which would be normally
presupposed, and not made explicit by native speakers, may need
to be drawn explicitly to the attention of speakers from other cul-
tures”. Therefore, it is highly recommended that material de-
velopers and EFL teachers direct their learners’ awareness towards
the appropriateness of their utterances rather than merely their
linguistic accuracy.7. Limitations
There were certain points that the researchers were unable to
account for. These limitations cold be considered by future re-
searchers as areas which can be recommended for further research.
1 The sample of the current study consisted of 41 Arab EFL
learners. They came from an academic setting, the Faculty of
Modern Languages and Communication, University of Putra
Malaysia. They were almost the total number of students who
agreed to participate in this study. There were very few females.
Though it would have been very interesting to take gender into
consideration, it was not possible to do so. Therefore, it is sug-
gested that future studies collect data from a larger sample size
which allows implementing gender especially because in
studies conducted in the Arab EFL learning context studies
which account for gender are scarce.
2 The variation of age among the participants was not wide. The
age of the participants ranged between 25 and 35 years old.
Their performance of the apology acts would not be noticeably
affected by the participants’ age. Thus, the variable of age also
had to be overlooked. Future studies may include participants
coming from highly different range of age groups which will
enable researchers to distinguish the differences between par-
ticipants from varying age groups in performing apology acts.
3 Finally, the participants were all Arab-Muslims; therefore, the
effect of religion also had to be discarded. Further research may
implement population of various religions to ﬁnd if there is any
difference in performing apology acts.Appendix A. Estimation questionnaire of apology situationsStrongly agree Agree Unsure Disagree Strongly disagree
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A.H. Jassim, V. Nimehchisalem / Ampersand 3 (2016) 117e125124Appendix C. Coding scheme of apology strategiesApology strategy Coding
Explicit Apology by Using IFID Expressions
Showing regret 1IFID
Apology without IFID (stating personal or external reasons)
Taking responsibility by relating self-deﬁciency 21A
Taking responsibility by blaming the self 21B
Denying the fault 22
Giving speciﬁc and explicit reasons 23A
Giving general and implicit reasons 23B
Offering repair by giving speciﬁc promise 24A
Offering repair by giving unspeciﬁc promise 24B
Promising not to repeat the offence again 25
Apology with IFID Internal and external intensiﬁcation
Intensifying the apology by single adverbial internally 31A
Intensifying the apology by double or more adverbials internally 31B
Intensifying the apology by single adverbial externally 32A
Intensifying the apology by double or more adverbials externally 32B
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